Introduction
International Political Economy is a diverse field of enquiry that accommodates competing foundational stances. Like political science in general, 1 the discipline has never been marked by methodological, let alone ontological or epistemological, consensus. Two recent edited volumes are representative of the salient disagreements about its rightful 'fundamentals':
Both Critical International Political Economy: Dialogue, Debate and Dissensus and Cultural
Political Economy reject the purportedly objective premises that IPE has inherited from neoclassical economics. This broad framing then leads each to articulate a particular conception of the global political economy and to claim a different disciplinary role for its version of IPE.
This review article maps the positions of critical and cultural IPE within this diverse field.
To this end, I propose a stylised analogy as a heuristic mapping device. Think of IPE as a par-I wish to thank André Broome, Christof Mauersberger, Richard Meyer-Eppler, Chris Rogers, two anonymous reviewers and the Millennium editors for their helpful comments on earlier drafts.
liamentary polity with elections at regular intervals. There is the majority group of the incumbent government, which remains confident of running things properly despite the occasional mistake; there is the parliamentary opposition, which promises to run things differently from within the established institutions; and, finally, there is the extra-parliamentary opposition, which pushes for radical change from outside the dedicated platforms for political contestation. In this analogy, orthodox IPE acts like the disciplinary government majority, cultural IPE like the parliamentary opposition and critical IPE like the extra-parliamentary opposition.
Similar to political alternatives that bring about only marginal change, however, this double opposition does not fully destabilise the underpinnings of the discipline. Applying post-racist insights from the works of John M. Hobson and James M. Blaut, I instead show that both 'C' strands are themselves riddled with unacknowledged traces of Eurocentric ontologies and epistemologies, albeit to different degrees. For the sake of informed research and teaching, it is necessary to reveal, unravel and overcome such foundational limitations.
The review article is structured as follows. I begin with a summary of each volume to highlight what the contributors regard as 'critical' or 'cultural' analyses of the global political economy. Next, I employ the analogy of the parliamentary polity to assess the engagements of critical and cultural IPE with orthodox IPE. In a related step, I discuss how Eurocentrism afflicts even these decidedly non-orthodox strands and why their limitations matter to the wider discipline. I conclude with a call for mapping further the territory where critical and cultural IPE meet.
The Contours of Critical and Cultural IPE
Critical IPE scholars do not mince words about the normative ambitions of their scholarship. By the standards of these two volumes alone, this verb is popular among critical and cultural IPE scholars alike.
the 'American' and the 'British school' of IPE. 3 The contributors share a deep dissatisfaction -made more or less explicit in the chapters -with the fashionable separation of the discipline into these two branches, which has sidelined genuine challengers: '… the "transatlantic" debate is serving to prevent dissensus and to put critical thinking in its place -in a closed black box -since it has thus far excluded (intentionally or not) a range of perspectives that offer a more holistic framework …' (3). in the fourth, they extrapolate future cultural political economies from recent developments in the security realm (Amoore and de Goede), the information sector (Ouellet) and the areas of production and consumption (Thrift). The final part, then, dilutes the impression of an emerging 'cultural political economy' because any such undertaking will be compromised by inherently conflicting positions on 'foundational value' (Walker).
Critical and Cultural Engagements with Orthodox IPE and Beyond
The contributions of critical and cultural IPE scholars raise important questions for the entire discipline, as my brief summary of each volume has indicated. In this section, I review the We require some understanding of the boundaries of orthodox IPE before we can gauge In their view, disciplinary knowledge cannot be a good guide in the search for accurate empirical pictures whenever '… the economic is contained, neutralized, displaced and in some cases made invisible' (Walters, 118), or either of the other two is 'relegated to mere effects or some other ephemeral or even adjectival status' (Walker, 226). Their purpose is thus to (re)activate knowledge about that which has been de-economised, de-politicised or deculturalised. In short, a cultural lens on the global political economy requires a balanced treatment of all of its three components.
The overarching commonality of critical and cultural IPE is their understanding of the social sciences. Both take non-positivist ontological and epistemological stances; both promote holistic understandings of the global political economy that break with the notion of methodological individualism; and both display a strong preference for qualitative -quite frequently hermeneutic -methods. Essentially, there would be enough common ground worth exploring.
The cultural political economy of Bob Jessop and Ngai-Ling Sum is a prominent example of fruitful interaction between the two 'C' strands. 8 Many chapters in Best and Paterson's volume would indeed lend themselves to a transformative scholarly agenda. However, contrary to the editors' intention, the conversations between cultural and critical works are all too often left un(der)specified in the individual chapters. What remains distinctive about cultural IPE is its greater ontological openness, which translates into an ambivalent attitude towards the nature of (global) capitalism (for example, Thrift, 217). There is even less recognition of culture as an analytical category in Shields, Bruff and Macartney's volume (cf. Germain, 62). As a result, neither volume reconstructs the links between critical and cultural IPE. Evidently, the analogy serves as no more than a heuristic device that captures the approximate positions of critical and cultural IPE within a diverse field. Definite demarcations ask for the impossible: given significant commonalities and overlaps, such as in Jessop and Sum's research, the analogy breaks down at some point even if we discount the immense diversity within both critical and cultural IPE. As shown above, a notable point of breakdown is the critical IPE's greater ethnocentric proximity to orthodox IPE. It is then perhaps less surprising that most critical scholars endeavour to transform the discipline from within, rather than to overturn it from the outside like an extra-parliamentary opposition. I should also caution that the analogy itself is a deeply culturally inflected choice, the result of processes of everyday and scientific socialisation, which are never easy to escape, let alone shake off. All I can do within the scope of this review article is to alert us to the importance of disclosing and grappling with the ethnocentric leanings in our own scholarly activities -in my case the inclination to generalise from a representative parliamentary democracy.
A final caveat regards the problematic notion of 'orthodoxy' with its potential for strategic misuse. 'Orthodox' can be employed either as a self-congratulatory label by those who pos- 
Conclusion
The study of the global political economy benefits from intellectual contestation. Like in politics, an opposition worthy of its name devises alternative modes of thinking about pressing issues. How well do the two volumes reviewed here fulfil this elementary task? Allow me to restate the three main points that stand out for studying and teaching IPE from a plurality of perspectives.
First, both volumes advocate a thorough rethink of received wisdoms about the global political economy. Numerous plausible reformulations underline the need for teachers and students of IPE to scrutinise their foundational convictions. Their combined effect is a constant reminder that how scholars conceptualise the global political economy influences what they can possibly find out about it. Through their own limitations, the volumes inadvertently reinforce the need for careful reflection about chosen ontological and epistemological avenues from which empirical analyses take off.
